Many empirical studies have shown that procedural justice is the key determinant of whether an individual perceives an authority figure as legitimate. However, based on relational models of procedural justice and the uncertainty management model, there is reason to believe that the association between procedural justice and perceived legitimacy may be stronger for individuals who are uncertain about their standing as group members (moderation); this interaction might predict group identification and, in turn, perceived legitimacy (mediation). We tested this mediated moderation model in two experiments (Studies 1a and 1b) and a field study (Study 2) using different operationalizations of standing uncertainty across studies. The results of Studies 1a and 1b demonstrated that the association between procedural justice and perceived legitimacy was stronger for participants with high (vs. low) standing uncertainty. Study 2 showed that group identification mediated the association between this interaction effect and perceived legitimacy. Together, the results of the mediated moderation analysis showed that procedural justice was positively associated with perceived legitimacy through high group identification when standing uncertainty was high. The theoretical contributions and practical implications of our findings are discussed.
Theorists and authorities have recognized that attempts to influence others based solely on the possession of power are costly and inefficient (Tyler, 2006 ). In contrast, governance is more effective when the authority's social influence engenders a desire to voluntarily comply because the authority is perceived as legitimate (Jackson et al., 2012) . Perceived legitimacy is the belief that the actions of an authority are appropriate, proper, and just (Suchman, 1995; Tyler, 2006) . Unlike using power to sanction and to provide incentives, which is an instrumental influence, legitimacy influences others through the internalization of norms and values (French & Raven, 1959) . Therefore, perceived legitimacy is the basis of influence that is stable and efficient (Jackson et al., 2012; Tyler & Jackson, 2014) .
A large body of research has demonstrated that one of the key determinants of whether an authority is perceived as legitimate is procedural justice (e.g., Feather & Boeckmann, 2013; Tyler & Jackson, 2014; Van der Toorn, Tyler, & Jost, 2011) . When authorities use fair procedures to make decisions, individuals are more likely to perceive high legitimacy and are more willing to accept the authorities' decisions. This effect has been documented in political (e.g., Van der Toorn et al., 2011) , organizational (e.g., Tyler & Blader, 2005) , and legal settings (e.g., Bradford, 2014) . However, although theory and research both have provided support for the idea that procedural justice increases perceived legitimacy, we know of few empirical studies that have investigated the processes by which this influence occurs. It is still unclear when and why procedural justice is related to perceptions of legitimacy. The objective of this study was to fill this void.
The relational models of procedural justice (Tyler & Lind, 1992) and the uncertainty management model have provided the conceptual framework for the current research. Our study builds on and extends an emerging body of research suggesting that different forms of social connectedness to the group account for different effects of procedural fairness. In the following sections, we first examine the literature concerning perceived group standing as a moderator of the effect of procedural justice on perceived legitimacy. Second, we review the literature on group identification as a mediator of the association between this interaction effect and perceived legitimacy.
Standing Uncertainty, Procedural Justice, and Perceived Legitimacy
According to relational models of procedural justice (Tyler & Lind, 1992) and the uncertainty management model , procedural justice is not equally important for all group members. According to these models, individuals' value procedural justice to the extent that they doubt their worth and standing within the group (De Cremer & Sedikides, 2005) . The procedural fairness of authority figures can provide positive identity-relevant information to people, such as their value and worth and standing within the group, and people feel respected when procedures are fair Tyler & Blader, 2003; . Conversely, when people experience unfair procedures, they may feel that they are not valued by the group and do not have status within it.
The uncertainty management model suggests that the self-relevant information provided by fair and unfair procedures may be more relevant for people who are uncertain of their standing in the group. People experiencing high self-uncertainty may be more influenced than others by procedural fairness, as it might clarify their self-perceptions about standing, value, and belongingness within a group and provide a sense of security (Hogg, 2001) . In contrast, for those who experience low self-uncertainty, procedural fairness information may mean little because they are certain about themselves with respect to the group. Hence, they are less likely to use environmental cues, such as procedural fairness, to clarify their self-perceptions. As a result, people are more sensitive and responsive to variations in procedural justice in contexts of uncertainty (Van den Bos, 2001) .
This assumption has received considerable empirical support. For example, studies have shown that individuals with high general self-uncertainty respond with greater affective, cognitive, and behavioural intensity than do self-certain individuals to perceived variations in procedural justice (De Cremer & Sedikides, 2005) , that procedural justice increases group identification when individuals' belongingness uncertainty is salient (De Cremer, Brebels, & Sedikides, 2008) , and that procedural justice increases employees' organizational commitment when they are uncertain about their standing .
Combining relational models of justice with the uncertainty management model, we hypothesized that individuals' uncertainty about their standing as group members may moderate the relationship between procedural justice and perceived legitimacy. Specifically, we proposed that the positive relationship will emerge when standing uncertainty is high (vs. low).
Group Identification, Procedural Justice, and Perceived Legitimacy
The positive self-perceptions engendered by fair procedures may lead people to identify with the group, and to internalize the value that they should comply with the authorities of a group with which they identify (Tyler & Blader, 2003) . Hence, they may legitimize the group's authorities and comply with the group rules (Bradford, 2014; Bradford, Murphy, & Jackson, 2014) . Negative self-perceptions engendered by unfair procedures may lead people to withdraw from the group (Tyler & Blader, 2003) and to disregard the group norms and values (Bradford, 2014; Bradford et al., 2014) . As a result, the legitimacy of authority figures suffers.
Indeed, Bradford et al. (2014) showed that group identification mediates the relationship between procedural justice and perceptions of an authority figure's legitimacy. In this study, we consider the possibility that this mediational process may be different for those who are uncertain (vs. certain) about their group standing. Individuals who are uncertain of their standing may be more likely than are those who are certain of their standing to use procedural information to establish a sense of inclusion; uncertain individuals' evaluations of their group standing, in turn, may influence their level of identification with the group or organization (De Cremer et al., 2008; Tyler & Blader, 2001 , 2003 and thus their evaluations of the group authority's legitimacy.
In this study, we built on earlier research by taking into account standing uncertainty in the mediational process by which procedural justice is associated with perceived legitimacy through the effects of group identification. In the previous section, we delineated our reasons for expecting that procedural justice and standing uncertainty would interact to predict perceived legitimacy. Here, the model of interest is one in which group identification mediates the association not between procedural justice and perceived legitimacy but between this interaction (Procedural Justice 9 Standing Uncertainty) and perceived legitimacy.
Current Research
We hypothesized that the positive relationship between procedural justice and perceived legitimacy will be moderated by standing uncertainty; the relationship will be stronger when standing uncertainty is high (vs. low). Furthermore, high group identification will mediate the positive relationship between procedural justice and perceived legitimacy, especially for those with high (vs. low) standing uncertainty. We conducted two studies to test our hypotheses. In Study 1, which included two independent experiments (Studies 1a and 1b), we tested whether standing uncertainty moderates the effect of procedural justice on perceived legitimacy. In Study 2, we tested a mediated moderation model that took into account the moderation effect, but also tested group identification as a mediator of the link between the interaction and perceived legitimacy. Specifically, we expected the mediation effect to be stronger for participants with higher standing uncertainty.
Multiple methods were used to increase the validity of the results. Studies 1a and 1b were laboratory experiments, and Study 2 was a field study. Experimental studies allow causal conclusions whereas field studies have high external validity (De Cremer & Tyler, 2007) . In addition, standing uncertainty was operationalized in different ways across studies. Specifically, in Study 1a, standing uncertainty was manipulated with the uncertainty salience prime developed by Van den Bos (2001) , and in Study 1b and Study 2, standing uncertainty was measured in terms of participants' stable self-perceptions .
Study 1
Interviews before our experiments revealed that undergraduates were sensitive to their accommodation conditions, so we focused on procedural justice in relation to this issue in Study 1. This study also focused on the perceived legitimacy of the departmental authority which makes decisions about improving accommodation conditions. Two experiments were conducted. Study 1a manipulated standing uncertainty as a temporary state whereas Study 1b assessed standing uncertainty as a stable self-perception.
Study 1a
In Study 1a, building on previous experiments (e.g., Van den Bos, Poortvliet, Maas, Miedema, & van den Ham, 2005) , standing uncertainty was manipulated by asking participants to answer two open-ended questions either about a time when they felt uncertain or a time when they felt certain about their group standing.
Procedural justice was operationalized as whether the procedure gave those affected by the decision an opportunity to express their views, a conceptualization consistent with Thibaut and Walker's (1975) initial proposal of a control-oriented theory of procedural justice. The opportunity to express one's views about a procedure also has been labelled voice (Hirschman, 1970) . The concept of voice has played an early and pivotal role in research on procedural justice, and since then, whether participants are or are not allowed a voice is the most generally accepted manipulation of procedural justice in social and organizational psychology research (Van den Bos, 1999) .
In this study, the procedure was manipulated in terms of participants having or not having a voice in the decision-making. Participants in the voice condition received an opportunity to voice their opinions about accommodation decisions; having this opportunity was assumed to induce the perception that the procedure was fair. Participants in the no-voice condition did not receive such an opportunity; not having a voice was assumed to induce the perception that the procedure was unfair (Van den Bos, 1999).
Method
Participants and design. A total of 101 Chinese college students (22 men, 79 women; M age = 22.18, SD = 1.91) from the same academic department in a university in Wuhan participated in this experiment and were given a small present for their participation. Participants were randomly assigned to a 2 (Procedure: voice vs. no-voice) 9 2 (Standing Uncertainty: standing uncertainty vs. standing certainty) between-subjects factorial design.
Study procedure and materials. All participants received an envelope that included the instructions, questions related to their assignment to either the certainty or the uncertainty condition, and a measure of perceived legitimacy.
First, standing (un)certainty was manipulated. Participants in the standing uncertainty condition were asked to remember and vividly recall a situation in which they felt uncertain about their standing as members of their academic department and then to respond to the following two open-ended questions: "Please briefly describe the emotions that are aroused when you think of yourself as being uncertain about your standing as a department member" and "Please write down, as specifically as possible, what you think will happen to you physically when you feel uncertain about standing as a department member." In the standing certainty condition, the instructions and questions were the same, but the word "uncertain" was replaced by "certain."
Procedure (i.e., voice) was then manipulated. The experimenter informed participants that the department leaders were interested in improving students' accommodation conditions and intended to assess students' opinions about how to improve their accommodations. In the voice condition, the experimenter handed participants a note from the department leaders indicating that their opinion would be considered in the decisionmaking. In the no-voice condition, the department leaders' note indicated that their opinion would not be considered.
Measure of perceived legitimacy. We assessed perceived legitimacy with two items that were rated on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) (e.g., Van der Toorn et al., 2011) : "I would unquestioningly accept the department leaders' decisions about how to improve accommodation conditions" and "I should obey the decisions about how to improve accommodation conditions made by department leaders voluntarily." These items were averaged to form a reliable legitimacy scale, Spearman's r = .74.
Results and Discussion
Manipulation checks. To check the manipulation of standing uncertainty, two judges assessed the answers given by participants in the two conditions (Van den Bos, 2001 ). The two judges showed 100% agreement regarding whether participants in the two conditions (standing uncertainty and standing certainty) had been thinking of a situation appropriate for their condition assignment (i.e., a situation in which they felt uncertain of their standing or a situation in which they felt certain of their standing).
To check the manipulation of procedure (i.e., voice), we asked participants to rate on a scale of 1 (not at all) to 7 (completely) "To what extent did the department leaders provide you with the opportunity to voice your opinion?" (Van den Bos, Lind, Vermunt, & Wilke, 1997) . This rating was used as the dependent measure in a 2 (Procedure: voice vs. no-voice) 9 2 (Standing Uncertainty: standing uncertainty vs. standing certainty) analysis of variance (ANOVA). Only the main effect of procedure was statistically significant, F(1, 97) = 48.06, p < .001, g 2 p = .33. Participants in the voice condition (M = 4.86, SD = 1.88) were more likely to report that they were given an opportunity to express their opinion, as compared to participants in the no-voice condition (M = 2.38, SD = 1.62).
Prediction of perceived legitimacy. A 2 (Procedure: voice vs. no-voice) 9 2 (Standing Uncertainty: standing uncertainty vs. standing certainty) ANOVA with legitimacy rating as the dependent variable revealed that the main effect of procedure (i.e., voice) was significant, F(1, 97) = 27.65, p < .001, g 2 p = .22. Importantly, this analysis yielded a significant interaction between procedure and standing uncertainty, F(1, 97) = 14.04, p < .001, g 2 p = .13. As predicted, simple main effects of the procedure manipulation indicated that participants in the standing uncertainty condition reported higher perceived legitimacy when they were given (M = 4.46, SD = 1.45), rather than denied, voice (M = 2.36, SD = 1.13), F(1, 97) = 46.19, p < .001, g 2 p = .32. This effect was not obtained in the standing certainty condition, F(1, 97) = 1.09, p > .05, g 2 p = .01. The cell means and SDs are presented in Table 1 .
Given that the majority of participants were female, we also investigated the potentially confounding influence of gender in our results. However, when gender was included as a covariate in the main analysis, the crucial interaction between procedure and standing uncertainty on perceived legitimacy remained significant, F(1, 96) = 14.43, p < .001, g 2 p = .13, whereas gender was a nonsignificant covariate, F(1, 96) = .53, p > .05, g 2 p = .01. The findings reported here thus cannot be attributed to participants' gender.
Findings from Study 1a revealed that the relationship between procedural justice and perceived legitimacy was moderated by standing uncertainty. Specifically, the positive relationship emerged for those who were less certain of their standing. According to the results, procedural justice, per se, is not always the key determinant of perceived legitimacy. The present findings are particularly noteworthy because few studies to date have tested a moderator of the link between procedural justice and perceived legitimacy.
Study 1b
Uncertainty can be manipulated as a temporary state (as in Study 1a), but also can be assessed as a stable selfperception (De Cremer et al., 2008) . In line with prior research, in Study 1b, we measured participants' stable perceptions of their standing as department members, using a questionnaire that generated a continuous score representing standing uncertainty .
Method
Participants and design. A total of 153 Chinese college students (52 men, 101 women; M age = 19.21, Note. N = 101; means are on 7-point scales, with higher scores indicating higher levels of perceived legitimacy. SD = 1.10) from the same department of a university in Wuhan participated in this experiment and were given a small present for their participation. Using a betweensubjects design, participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions (Procedure: voice vs. no-voice).
Experiment. All participants received an envelope that included the instructions appropriate for their condition assignment (voice vs. no-voice; using the same manipulation as in Study 1a), the measure of stable standing uncertainty, and the measure of perceived legitimacy. Standing uncertainty was assessed by calculating the mean of two items: "Compared to other schoolmates, my feelings about my evaluation as a member in our department are unstable" and "How I feel about my position within the department changes from day to day." These items were averaged to form a reliable standing uncertainty scale, Spearman's r = .70. Items were rated on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Perceived legitimacy was measured with the same two items as in Study 1a, Spearman's r = .74.
Results and Discussion
Table 2 presents the mean, SD, and Spearman-Brown split-half reliability coefficient of each scale as well as the correlations between the scales.
Manipulation check. The response to the question regarding the procedural justice manipulation was entered as the dependent variable in a hierarchical regression analysis. Following Aiken and West (1991) , standing uncertainty was standardized in all of the following analyses. The procedure condition (dummy-coded as 0 = no-voice, 1 = voice) and the continuous standing uncertainty score were entered as predictors in Step 1; the interaction between these two variables was entered in Step 2. Only the main effect of procedure was found to be statistically significant, b = 1.81, p < .001. These results indicated that participants in the voice condition (M = 4.07, SD = 1.86) were more likely to report that they were given an opportunity to express their opinion, as compared to participants in the no-voice condition (M = 2.26, SD = 1.56).
Prediction of perceived legitimacy. The legitimacy scale was entered as the dependent variable in a hierarchical regression analysis. Gender was centred and included as a covariate in Step 1. The procedure condition (dummy-coded as 0 = no-voice, 1 = voice) and the continuous standing uncertainty score were entered as predictors in Step 2; the interaction between these two variables was entered in Step 3. The covariate was not significantly related to perceived legitimacy, b = À0.02, p > .05. Indeed, this analysis yielded the predicted significant interaction between procedure and standing uncertainty, b = 0.60, p < .001 (see Figure 1) . To further investigate this interaction, simple slopes were analysed following the recommendations of Aiken and West (1991) . For participants with high standing uncertainty (1 SD above the M), perceived legitimacy was positively related to procedural justice, b = 2.09, p < .001. In contrast, for participants with low standing uncertainty (1 SD below the M), perceived legitimacy was unrelated to procedural justice, b = 0.32, p > .05. Studies 1a and 1b used different operationalizations of standing uncertainty, but found similar results: Participants who showed high (vs. low) uncertainty about their standing perceived the authority as more legitimate when they experienced a fair (vs. unfair) procedure. Together, the results of Studies 1a and 1b provide support for the idea that uncertainty about standing moderates the effect of procedural justice on perceived legitimacy. In Study 2, we tested a mediated moderation model in a field study. This model took into account the interaction (moderation) effect identified in Studies 1a Note. N = 151; Spearman-Brown split-half reliability coefficients appear in parentheses on the diagonal. and 1b, and also tested group identification as a mediator in the association between this interaction and perceived legitimacy.
Study 2
Study 2 was conducted in Wuhan, which had recently finished building a new subway line. How to make the fare reasonable became a hotly discussed topic in the city. In this context, Study 2 focused on the legitimacy of the governmental authority that makes decisions about rail transit prices. Importantly, although many field studies have focused on the relationship between perceptions of procedural justice and perceived legitimacy in political settings (Bradford, 2014; Bradford et al., 2014; Tyler & Blader, 2003) , few studies have focused on legitimacy perceptions in relation to the endorsement of public policy, which is important for governance. As in Studies 1a and 1b, in this study we operationalized procedural justice in terms of voice. As in Study 1b, standing uncertainty was a continuous measure based on a questionnaire. These variables, and their interaction, were used as predictors of perceived legitimacy, taking into account group identification as a possible mediator.
Method
Participants and measures. Two hundred twelve Wuhan citizens (103 men, 109 women; M age = 19.90, SD = 1.32) who also were undergraduates studying at universities in Wuhan participated in our survey.
Standing uncertainty was assessed by calculating the mean of two items: "Compared to other citizens, my feelings about my evaluation as a Wuhan citizen are unstable" and "How I feel about my position within Wuhan changes from day to day." These items were averaged to form a reliable standing uncertainty scale, Spearman's r = .80. Item ratings were made on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
Perceived procedural justice was assessed by calculating the mean of two items: "The government provides citizens with an opportunity to express our opinion before making decisions" and "The government listens to citizens before making decisions." These items were averaged to form a reliable procedural justice scale, Spearman's r = .76. Item ratings were made on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
Group identification was measured with three items (Huo, 2003) asking respondents to indicate the extent to which they agreed with the following statements: "I am proud to be a Wuhan citizen;" "What Wuhan stands for is important to me; and "When someone praises the achievements of other citizens, it feels like a personal compliment to me," Cronbach's a = .76. Item ratings were made on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
Perceived status was measured with the item "Compared to other citizens, what do you think is your status?" Item ratings were made on a scale of 1 (very low) to 10 (very high).
Perceived legitimacy was measured with the same two items as in Study 1: "I would unquestioningly accept the governmental authorities' decisions about how to determine rail transit prices" and "I should obey the decisions about how to make rail transit price made by governmental authorities voluntarily." These items were averaged to form a reliable legitimacy scale, Spearman's r = .71. Participants rated each item on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
Results and Discussion
Table 3 presents the mean, SD, and Spearman-Brown split-half reliability coefficient of each measure as well as the correlations among measures.
Moderation. Perceived legitimacy was entered as the dependent variable in a hierarchical regression analysis. Being in the lower status position may generally heighten people's uncertainty about their standing ; hence, we also included perceived status as a covariate. Following Aiken and West (1991) , gender and perceived status were centred and included as covariates in Step 1. Standing uncertainty and perceived procedural justice were standardized and entered as predictors in Step 2; the interaction between these variables was entered in Step 3. The gender, b = À0.11, Figure 2) . To further investigate this interaction, simple slopes were analysed following the recommendations by Aiken and West (1991) . For participants with high standing uncertainty (1 SD above the M), perceived procedural justice was positively related to perceived legitimacy, b = 0.51, p < .001. In contrast, for participants with low standing uncertainty (1 SD below the M), perceived procedural justice was unrelated to perceived legitimacy, b = 0.01, p > .05.
Mediated moderation analysis. The previous analysis found that standing uncertainty moderated the relation between perceived procedural justice and perceived legitimacy. We next conducted a mediated moderation analysis that tested whether this interaction effect (Perceived Procedural Justice 9 Standing Uncertainty) was associated with perceived legitimacy through the mediating effect of group identification. This analysis was conducted following the procedures of Hayes (2009 Hayes ( , 2013 using Model 7 in the processes macro for SPSS (Hayes, 2013) with 5,000 bootstrapped samples (Hayes & Preacher, 2010) . We entered perceived legitimacy as the dependent variable; the predictors were perceived procedural justice, standing uncertainty, the interaction between perceived procedural justice and standing uncertainty (the moderator), and group identification (the mediator). We also included gender and perceived status as covariates. The conditional indirect effect of the interaction between procedural justice and standing uncertainty on legitimacy through group identification was computed. Significant mediation was indicated by a confidence interval (CI) that did not include zero.
The gender, b = À0.09, p > .05, and perceived status, b = 0.01, p > .05, were not significantly related to perceived legitimacy. Results from the mediated moderation analysis showed that for participants with high standing uncertainty (1 SD above the M), perceived procedural justice had a significant indirect effect on perceived legitimacy through group identification, indirect effect = .05, SE = .02, 95% CI bias corrected [.01, .11], whereas for participants with low standing uncertainty (1 SD below the M), the indirect effect was not significant, indirect effect = À.02, SE = .02, 95% CI bias corrected [À.06, .01]. Consistent with our prediction, group identification mediated the relationship between perceived procedural justice and perceived legitimacy when standing uncertainty was high (see Figure 3) .
Again, as hypothesized, the positive relationship between procedural justice and perceived legitimacy emerged for those who were high (vs. low) in standing uncertainty. In addition, group identification mediated the interaction effect. Study 2 was a field study which focused on legitimacy perceptions in a political setting. Hence, the findings of Study 2 allowed us to generalize our findings to a real-life setting and revealed results with high external validity.
General Discussion
Prior research has shown an association between the perception of procedural justice and the perception of the Figure 2 Perceived legitimacy as a function of perceived procedural justice and standing uncertainty (Study 2). Means are on 7-point scales, with higher scores indicating higher perceived legitimacy.
authority's legitimacy. The current study is the first to address social factors that may moderate and mediate this association, using the relational models of procedural justice and the uncertainty management model as conceptual frameworks. Two experiments and a field study supported a mediated moderation model in which perceived procedural justice was more strongly associated with perceived legitimacy for persons with high (vs. low) uncertainty about their group standing; the effect of this interaction on perceived legitimacy could be explained by the higher group identification of persons with high uncertainty. These results are important because they provide a more complex understanding of people's perceptions of procedural justice, the legitimacy of authority, group standing, and group identification than had been provided by earlier research.
There are several theoretical implications of our findings concerning group standing and group identification. Relational models of procedural justice have maintained that fair procedures suggest that people have standing within the group (Tyler & Lind, 1992) . However, as others have noted, relational models of justice may be most applicable to individuals with high uncertainty (De Cremer & Sedikides, 2005) . Consistent with this assertion, we found that the link between procedural justice and perceived legitimacy was stronger for people who were uncertain about their group standing.
According to relational models of justice, people clarify their standing and value in the group. Such identityrelevant information is implied by procedural fairness information (Tyler & Lind, 1992) . Fair procedures suggest that people have standing within the group, which may in turn lead them to identify with the group and then to legitimize the authorities of the group. Although this theoretical explanation for the relationship between procedural justice and perceived legitimacy has been well-established, few empirical studies have investigated these psychological mechanisms. Our findings validate this explanation. Together, our results advance our understanding of how and for whom procedural justice is most effective in influencing perceptions of an authority's legitimacy. So far, little empirical research on legitimacy has attempted to do this (Tost, 2011) .
These findings align with a recent call for more research on the question of when relational concerns will influence perceptions of legitimacy (Tost, 2011) . In addition to relational concerns, some other concerns (e.g., instrumental concerns) also may have some degree of impact on individuals' perceptions of legitimacy (Tost, 2011) . In future research, it will be important to investigate the multiple factors that influence people's perception that an authority is legitimate. Similarly, it will be important to investigate different types of self-uncertainty, in line with an emerging literature suggesting that different forms of uncertainty might account for different procedural fairness effects (De Cremer & Sedikides, 2005) . Although Van den Bos (2001) noted that "all uncertainties are not the same and cannot be expected to have the same effects" (p. 37), many earlier researchers have ignored the issue of which type of uncertainty is involved. Because different procedural fairness effects may involve different process, it is important to manipulate different types of uncertainty (De Cremer et al., 2008; De Cremer & Sedikides, 2005) .
Responding to this call, some recent studies have considered different forms of uncertainty, such as self- Figure 3 The relationship between perceived procedural justice and perceived legitimacy as moderated by standing uncertainty and as mediated by group identification (Study 2) PJ = Perceived Procedural Justice; SU = Standing Uncertainty. *p < .5. **p < .05. ***p < .001.
uncertainty (Thau, Aquino, & Wittek, 2007) , belongingness uncertainty (De Cremer et al., 2008) , and standing uncertainty , in relation to different kinds of responses to procedural justice. Our study supports recent findings by De Cremer et al. (2010) showing that the individual's standing uncertainty is relevant to issues of procedural justice. However, our results go one step further in documenting that perceptions of legitimacy are more strongly related to perceptions of procedural justice when individuals are high in standing uncertainty. This novel finding suggests that standing uncertainty influences attitudes toward group authority.
The study has some limitations that deserve comment. First, because all our participants were undergraduates, we do not know whether our results are generalizable across other populations. However, we found similar results across studies conducted in different contexts, providing some evidence of validity. Study 1 involved two experiments conducted in a college context whereas Study 2 was a field study conducted in a real-life context. In these different contexts, participants may belong to different groups, with different feelings of uncertainty about their standing in each group. For example, in Study 1, participants were asked to report their degree of uncertainty about their standing as department members, and participants in Study 2 were asked to report uncertainty about their standing as citizens. Given that the results were quite convergent across studies, however, there should be less concern with the fact that all our samples were undergraduates. Second, self-report data were used to assess participants' perceptions of legitimacy because perceptions are inherently subjective. Yet, self-reports also entail a number of disadvantages, such as potential bias due to social desirability, which may have influenced the present results. Several steps were taken to counteract this problem, such as emphasizing that participation was anonymous and having participants' complete questionnaires in separate cubicles.
A third potential limitation is that we only operationalized procedural justice in terms of voice and neglected to manipulate other attributes of procedure justice. Although voice is the most generally accepted manipulation of procedure (De Cremer & Sedikides, 2005) , procedural justice also can be operationalized in other ways. For example, Leventhal (1980) identified the following six rules for fair procedures: consistency, bias suppression, accuracy, correctability, representativeness, and ethicality, which also could be ways to operationalize procedural justice.
Fourth, we did not explicitly consider the mediating role of perceived self-worth in the present study. In line with relational models of justice, fair procedures may first clarify individuals' standing and value in the group. These evaluations about standing and self-worth in turn influence their level of identification with the group, which affects their perceptions of legitimacy Tyler, 2006; Tyler & Blader, 2001 ). Future research is required to consider the mediating role of perceived self-worth in the relationship between procedural justice and perceptions of legitimacy.
Finally, we noted that all of our samples were from China. Readers might wonder whether our findings are culture-specific or culturally universal. Given the deeprooted Confucius values of relationalism (Hwang, 2000) and interdependent orientation (Triandis, 1989) in Chinese cultures (Sedikides, De Cremer, Hart, & Brebels, 2010) , it is possible that our findings are more salient in the Chinese context. Chinese, as compared to Westerners, are more sensitive to the quality of relations between authorities and group members and are more likely to use this information to clarify their relational value (Chen, Eberly, Chiang, Farh, & Cheng, 2014; Sedikides et al., 2010) . When facing standing uncertainty, their motivation for making sense of information about quality of relations between authorities and group members may be increased. Future studies are needed to address this speculation.
Our results have practical implications as well. According to our findings, we advise authorities to consider their group members' level of standing uncertainty before using procedural fairness as a strategy for improving group members' perceptions of legitimacy. When members are relatively uncertain about their standing (e.g., if they are newcomers), then procedural fairness is an effective means to elicit positive perceptions of legitimacy. Particularly, by applying fair procedures, such as providing voice, to citizens with high standing uncertainty (e.g., new citizens) in the process of public policy formulation, governments are more likely to make their public policies a success. Furthermore, these fair procedures may lead citizens who are uncertain about their standing to identify with the government representing them.
For members with less uncertainty, it may be less effective for authorities to emphasize procedural fairness in their decision-making. We leave it for future studies to consider how other strategies besides procedural fairness might influence the legitimacy perceptions for these less uncertain members. This is not to say that authorities should eschew procedural fairness; instead, multiple methods of influence, taking into account personal differences, should be studied as ways to induce voluntary compliance.
Conclusions
Although the theoretical and empirical bases for predicting a relationship between procedural justice and perceived legitimacy have been well-established, relatively little is known about the moderators and mediators of this relationship. The present research investigated the moderation effect of standing uncertainty on the association between procedural justice and perceived legitimacy and the mediating role of group identification in this process. Our findings show that the positive relationship between procedural justice and legitimacy perceptions is more likely to emerge when standing uncertainty is high (vs. low). Furthermore, our findings show that group identification acts as a key mediating variable in the association between this interaction effect and perceived legitimacy. These findings fit our integrative view of the work on relational models of justice and the uncertainty management model. The findings presented here thus extend our understanding of the psychological mechanisms underlying the formation of legitimacy perceptions.
